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a b s t r a c t
This paper assesses the potential implications on off-season tourism of enhancing the cultural offer of
Rimini, a popular Italian seaside holiday destination hosting about 12 million overnight stays per year.
Since more than 9 million of these stays are concentrated in the summer season, in the last 20 years.
Rimini has been undergoing a policy of seasonality smoothing, which mainly pivots around business and
cultural tourism. This assessment has been carried out through discrete choice experiments submitted to
a sample of about 800 tourists who visited Rimini outside the summer months. Since tourism can be
viewed as a composite good, which overall utility depends on how the component characteristics are
arranged, the choice experiments allow to disentangle the importance and the willingness to pay of
tourists for different attributes of the holiday. The choice model incorporates a number of possible
changes to actual tourism features (which are also the subject of public debate), including them in
hypothetical alternative “holiday packages”. The conditional logit analysis of the choice experiments can
highlight any synergy or trade-off between cultural and business tourism. Results suggest that business
and leisure tourists share many features related to the use of the territory, while there are important
trade-offs between these two groups and cultural tourists. Since business tourists have a higher will-
ingness to extend their stay, a softer budget, and their demand is also complementary to the demand of
summer tourists (Brau, Scorcu, & Vici, 2009), from the destination point of view investing in this market
segment would be the best option. Although a “second best”, however, cultural tourists share with the
local population of Rimini many aspects of the demand of territory (Figini, Castellani, & Vici, 2009).
Hence, cultural tourism can play a fundamental role in the intermediate season as a tool for smoothing
seasonality, to diversify investments and to give value to the city’s cultural heritage.
 2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction
Cultural tourism is an important research topic, lying at the
cornerstone of cultural and tourism economics and constituting the
motivation for a vast and growing scientiﬁc production. However,
these two ﬁelds of research rarely communicate with each other.
A brief, anecdotal analysis of the literature shows that articles
published in journals of cultural economics rarely quote tourism
economic journals and vice versa. This is partially due to the fact
that, in the two literatures, the focus on cultural tourism has
different motivations and approaches.
In tourism economics, cultural tourism is often recalled as the
main tool used to counteract seasonality in destinations and to
overcome problems related to the maturity stage of their life cycle.
For tourism destinations, in fact, seasonality leads tomany negative
economic effects: i) the difﬁcult identiﬁcation of the optimal level
of investment as regards the size of tourism structures (a problem
of the long-run); ii) the higher level of volatility (and risk) in
economic performance (which is higher the shorter the length of
the “peak-season”); iii) the overload in terms of social and envi-
ronmental carrying capacity of the destination. On the other hand,
seasonality can also produce positive effects, if one thinks that the
mass of tourists hosted by the destination in the peak-seasonmight
be the only possibility to ﬁnance the organization of costly and
sophisticated cultural events. On the analysis of seasonality in
tourism see, among others, Baum and Lundtrop (2001), Candela
and Castellani (2008), Hylleberg (1992), Koenig-Lewis and Bishoff
(2005), Rosselló Nadal, Riera Font, and Sansó Rosselló (2004).
Moreover, cultural tourism is often considered a viable policy
option to implement when a mass-tourism destination reaches its
maturity stage. Firstly, amature destination lacks of competitiveness
due to both the obsolescence of its structures and infrastructures and
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to the worsening of the price to quality ratio, which follows its
economic development. Secondly, among the different types of
tourism to invest in, cultural tourism is often considered theﬁrst best
for a series of motivations, often recalled in policy discussions:
i) cultural tourists have a higher propensity to spend and, in general,
higher average income; ii) they often do not spend on homogeneous
mass products, being more interested in local quality goods
(restaurants, wine, shopping) and in cultural events (shows,
concerts, exhibitions) with higher value added, and which beneﬁts
are more likely to be evenly spread within the local economy; iii)
they are mainly independent holiday makers, therefore less depen-
dent on the policy of external tour operators and travel agencies.
However, the empirical evidence does not completely support
this vision, and recent literature ﬁnds mixed evidence (Del Corpo,
Gasparino, Bellini, & Malizia, 2008): cultural tourists are found to
choose shorter holidays, they rarely repeat visits (making ﬁdelity
more difﬁcult to implement), and their daily expenditure is lower
than other types of tourists (i.e., business tourists). The overall
evaluation of investment strategies in cultural tourism, therefore,
has necessarily to be destination-speciﬁc, not being a general
panacea for tourism and economic development.
In cultural economics, on the other hand, tourism is considered
a valuable sector, mainly for two reasons: ﬁrstly, it is the main
target market for the cultural offer of a territory, since the great
majority of cultural sites’ visitors are not part of the local pop-
ulation; secondly, it brings into the territory the ﬁnancial resources
needed to invest in the conservation of the cultural heritage and in
the development of new sites, exhibitions and innovative forms of
art. It follows that, in cultural economics, the analysis of tourism
mainly focuses on applying evaluationmethods (such as contingent
valuation or travel costs) to tourists interviewed at cultural sites, in
order to attach a value on the conservation of these sites and to
provide guidelines to policy makers in order to decide how to
allocate resources (see, among others, Alberini & Longo, 2006;
Navrud & Ready, 2002; Poor & Smith, 2004).
Moreover, Caserta and Russo (2002) highlight that for heritage
sites and cultural cities, the development of cultural mass tourism
can lead to the growth of same-day visits, with a subsequent
decrease in proﬁts for secondary goods (i.e., accommodation and
restaurants in the destination), a decrease in the quality of the
holiday, less resources available for cultural sites and an overall
negative effect on the destination (see also Candela, Cellini, &
Scorcu, 2003).
To summarize this brief discussion, cities are interested in
promoting cultural tourism, although for partially different
reasons: art cities because it is the natural way to increase the value
of their cultural heritage; tourism destinations because it is one of
the main policies that can counteract the high seasonality induced
by natural, social and cultural factors and thematurity stage of their
life cycle. These statements raise the following questions: can any
city become a tourism destination? Can any tourism destination,
particularly a mass-tourism destination, succeed in a policy of
tourism diversiﬁcation and investment in cultural tourism?
In this paper, we attempt to provide an answer to the second
question by analyzing one of the main Italian (and European)
seaside resorts, Rimini, and leaving the analysis of art cities and of
the impact of mass tourism on cultural heritage to other research:
a methodologically consistent comparison between a holiday
destination that diversiﬁes in cultural tourism and a cultural site
that invests in tourism infrastructures could lead to interesting
considerations in terms of cultural and tourism policies. In partic-
ular, the paper assesses the potential implications on off-season
tourism of enhancing the cultural (and leisure) offer of Rimini.
Located on the Adriatic sea, Rimini is a middle-size city of 130,000
inhabitants with an income per capita which is higher than the
Italian average. Together with its province (mainly a linear city of
about 40 km of coast, including the municipalities of Bellaria, Ric-
cione, Misano and Cattolica) it hosts a total of almost 16 million
overnight stays (Table 1), of which 12 million are concentrated in
the main town of Rimini.
Although tourism represents one of the main economic sectors
of the city, Rimini has been undergoing a strong economic diver-
siﬁcation and has been investing in the promotion of types of
tourism that use the territory outside the summer season. In fact, in
the last 20 years, Rimini has been tackling the problem of season-
ality through a restyling policy which mainly pivots around busi-
ness and cultural tourism. Although seasonality is still strong, it is
constantly decreasing: the share of overnight stays in the summer
season (JuneeSeptember) was 82% in 1999 and “only” 76% in 2007.
The stagnation in the number of overnight stays, the reduction in
the average length of stay (see Table 1), the decrease in seasonality
and the policy of tourism diversiﬁcation all signal that Rimini is
now a destination in the mature stage of its development.
As regards business tourism, a new exhibition center has
recently been built in a strategic position, North of Rimini, very
close to the motorway and to the railroad. The opening of a new
train station in front of the main entrance of the exhibition center
allows visitors to travel to Bologna in 1 h and to Milan in about 2 h,
driving Rimini Fair to become the third pole in Italy. Moreover,
important conference venues have been built in the last few years.
As regards cultural tourism, Rimini offers awide range of cultural
opportunities, from festivals to museums and to a rich cultural
heritage. Although Rimini is hardly considered a “city of art and
culture” by Italian standards, the town has a long history which can
be traced back to the Roman age and the city allows to stroll through
Roman ruins and medieval buildings, castles and museums.
Among Roman masterpieces, the Tiberius Bridge (a ﬁve-arched
bridge built over 2000 years ago), the Roman Amphitheatre (one of
the largest amphitheatres in the region, probably constructed in the
2nd century A.D.), the Surgeon’s Domus (a well preserved archaeo-
logical site right in the middle of the city center) and the Arch of
Augustus (built in 27 B.C., the oldest archway inRomanhistory that is
Table 1
Arrivals, overnight stays and length of stay of Italian and Foreign tourists in the province of Rimini (1972e2007, thousands).
Year Arrivals,
Italians
Arrivals,
Foreigners
Arrivals,
total
Overnight
stays, Italians
Overnight
stays, Foreigners
Overnight
stays, total
Length of
stay, Italians
Length of stay,
Foreigners
Length of
stay, total
1972 630 399 1029 10,274 5407 15,680 16.31 13.55 15.24
1977 733 410 1143 10,408 5183 15,592 14.20 12.64 13.64
1982 1146 589 1734 11,906 6154 18,060 10.39 10.45 10.42
1987 1477 660 2137 11,809 5816 17,624 8 8.81 8.25
1992 1812 415 2227 12,624 2935 15,559 6.97 7.07 6.99
1997 1828 528 2355 11,813 3646 15,459 6.46 6.91 6.56
2002 2089 586 2675 12,034 3661 15,695 5.76 6.25 5.87
2007 2335 613 2948 12,200 3522 15,722 5.22 5.75 5.33
Source: Statistical Ofﬁce, Province of Rimini.
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preserved to the present day) emerge. The main Renaissance
monuments are Sigismondo’s Castle (built in the15th century, it now
hosts exhibitions and other cultural events) and the Malatesta’s
Temple (Rimini’s cathedral, built by Leon Battista Alberti, home of
important artworks by Giotto, Vasari and Piero della Francesca).
Moreover, Rimini offers a wide range of performing leisure and art
events and gives visitors the possibility to stroll around shops and
street markets, eat in local restaurants, and take part in excursions
across the many picturesque surrounding villages.
Indeed, Rimini constitutes an important case-study to assess
whether synergies or trade-offs between different types of tourists
visiting the destination off the main (summer) season exist. In such
a way, one could possibly evaluate the effectiveness of policies
aimed at promoting business and cultural tourism in a city which is
organized to be a “leisure” mass-tourism destination.
The research for this paper was carried out through discrete
choice experiments submitted to a sample of about 800 “off-
season” tourists, that is, tourists who visited Rimini outside the
summer months (interviews were conducted during the months of
April and May 2010, see Section 3 for a full description of the
sample and the survey).
Choice experiments are a survey-based technique often used to
place a value on a non-market or semi-public good, and allow to
evaluate the relative weight of the different attributes of goods. Its
use has spread to many research ﬁelds (marketing, health, trans-
port and environmental economics) and in recent years it has often
been applied in tourism economics to analyze tourists’ preferences
with respect to holiday attributes, recreational and heritage
demand, attractiveness of a destination and tourism policies.
Among the many papers that recently used this methodology in
tourism economics, see Apostolakis and Shabbar (2005), Brau and
Cao (2008), Brau, Scorcu, and Vici (2009), Brefﬂe and Morey
(2000), Crouch and Louviere (2004), Figini, Castellani, and Vici
(2009), Huybers (2005), Huybers and Bennett (2000), Morey,
Rossmann, Chestnut, and Ragland (2002) and Papatheodorou
(2001). Its use is not so common in cultural economics, in which
other types of stated preferences approaches are often applied. For
an overview of the main differences among alternative stated
preference methodologies, particularly with respect to contingent
valuation, see Bateman et al. (2002), Bennett and Blamey (2001),
Louviere, Hensher, and Swait (2000), and Mazzanti (2003b).
The ﬁrst application of choice experiments in cultural tourism
dates back to Louviere and Hensher (1983). More recent papers
evaluate tourists’ preferences on the conservation, utilization or
enhancement of cultural goods and their correlated facilities and, at
the same time, investigate appropriate approaches to capture
(systematic or non-systematic) heterogeneity (Apostolakis & Jaffry,
2005; Choi, Ritchie, Papandrea, & Bennett, 2010; Mazzanti, 2002,
2003a; Morey et al., 2002). Other papers compare different evalu-
ation approaches. In particular, Mazzanti (2003b), Tuan and Navrud
(2007), Tuan and Seenprachawong (2007), compare contingent
valuation and choice modeling methods in cultural contexts. Other
studies on cultural economics apply choice experiments to estimate
residents’ preferences rather than tourists’ preferences on the “use”
of cultural goods (Alberini, Massiani, & Rosato, 2009; Massiani &
Rosato, 2008).
Since a holiday can be viewed as a composite good, which
overall utility depends on how the component characteristics are
arranged, the choice experiments allow to disentangle the impor-
tance for and the willingness to pay of tourists for (hypothetical)
changes in the composition of the tourism product. In particular,
we aimed to detect the effect of changes in the intensity (levels) of
six key characteristics (attributes) of the stay in Rimini that are
linked to the use of its territory (and which are also the subject of
public debate). Our paper focussed on how “secondary types” of
tourists evaluate possible and hypothetical modiﬁcations in the
urban, territorial and cultural conﬁguration of their stay. Condi-
tional logit analysis of choice experiments enabled us to estimate
the relative weight of each attribute in affecting tourists’ choice and
allowed us to indicate the potential synergies or trade-offs between
cultural, business and leisure tourism.
It is important to highlight that the methodology used and the
structure of the questionnaire allowed a partial comparison of our
ﬁndings with the results stemming from two previous studies
carried out on Rimini, respectively on summer tourists (Brau et al.,
2009) and on the local population (Figini et al., 2009). This might
highlight potential synergies and trade-offs between thepreferences
of off-season tourists, summer tourists, and residents, bringing to
a comprehensive overview of the policy implications of implement-
ing alternative strategies of tourism and cultural development.
With respect to summer tourists, synergies might stem from:
i) the joint use of sophisticated tourism structures and attractions,
which are economically sustainable only because a “peak-season”
exists; ii) being that tourism is an experience good, the perceived
level of quality in one season might have positive externalities in
the intermediate season. On the other hand, trade-offs with
summer tourism might stem from: i) the feeling of neglect and
sadness, which is usually experienced by an off-season tourist
when hosted in structures dimensioned on the peak-season; ii) the
lack of offer or its inadequacy, when the whole tourism sector is
organized only for the peak-season.
With respect to local residents, their attitudes toward tourists
should be carefully taken into consideration. The success of many
tourism development programs depends on a local management
that is sensitive both to the social impact of tourism on the host
population, and able to increase the beneﬁts derived from tourism,
by preventing or reducing its negative aspects, also in relations
with the mix of the different types of tourism. In particular, the
potential trade-off with the local population stems from the fact
that themost important resource for tourisme the environment or,
more generally, the territory e is to be shared with residents.
In the last 15 years, the socio-economic impact of tourism and the
factors affecting residents’ attitude toward tourism have received
some attention (Akis, Peristianis, &Warner, 1996; Alberini, Rosato, &
Zanatta, 2005; Crotts & Holland, 1993; Faulkner & Tideswell, 1997;
Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996; Lindberg, Dellaert, & Rassing,
1999; Lindberg & Johnson, 1997a, 1997b). In particular, the impact
of tourism is often disaggregated into three categories: economic,
socio-cultural and environmental effects (Ryan, 1991; Williams,
1979). Since tourism generally disrupts social, cultural and envi-
ronmental local systems, the non-economic impact often tends to be
negative as a whole (Liu, Sheldon, & Var, 1987), whilst economic
effects are perceived as positive.
The interest of this paper for tourism researchers and practi-
tioners lies in the following aspects: i) the focus on off-season
tourists, a category of tourism that is often neglected in the rele-
vant literature; ii) the extension of CE models to the analysis of the
whole territorial offer, by integrating with latent-class analysis and
thus providing a model for future case-studies; iii) the relevance of
Rimini, as a mature summer destination that has strongly invested
in business and cultural tourism, can provide useful insights into
the evaluation of some aspects of tourism policy that are, in our
opinion, of general interest.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2
brieﬂy reviews the methodology applied and describes the ques-
tionnaire. Section3 illustrates somedescriptive statistics of the survey.
Section 4 presents the main econometric results of the choice
experiments while Section 5 discusses the policy implications, also
througha comparisonwith the results of previous studieson residents
and summer tourists in Rimini. Section 6 discusses and concludes.
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2. The methodology and the survey
The choice modeling is a stated preference approach which
investigates individual behavior and estimates the value of goods
(or projects) by asking people to choose among scenarios which
differ in the combination of alternative levels of some selected
attributes (characteristics). One of the advantages of choice experi-
ments lies in their ability tomodel individuals’ hypothetical demand
for non-market goods. This enables analysts to elicit individuals’
willingness to pay for goods and services that may otherwise be
unattainable from observing actual behaviors. This methodology
develops through three main steps (Hanley, Mourato, & Wright,
2001; Mazzanti, 2003b): i) identiﬁcation of the basic attributes
(with their levels) of the good or project to be evaluated; ii) choice
experiments in which respondents choose among alternative
hypothetical scenarios characterized by different combinations of
attribute levels; iii) econometric analysis of respondents’ choices,
which allows to estimate the relative importance of the attributes
and, if a monetary factor or a price is included as an attribute, the
willingness to pay for different levels of the other attributes.
Consistently with the random utility theory (McFadden, 1974;
Thurstone, 1927), consumers’ utility is considered a latent struc-
ture that cannot be observed directly. By designing and imple-
menting a valid preference elicitation procedure, a signiﬁcant
proportion of the unobservable consumer utility can be assessed.
The chosen scenario in each experiment corresponds, ceteris par-
ibus, to the combination of attribute levels bringing the highest
utility. Lancaster’s (1966, 1971) hedonic theory, which states that
goods are not demanded per se, but for their elementary charac-
teristics, can be considered the theoretical foundation of discrete
choice models.
Formally, given a sample of H respondents, with h¼ 1,2,.,H,
and a set of alternative choices, j¼ 1,2,.,J, the random utility
speciﬁcation can be represented as a linear additive speciﬁcation
with independently and identically distributed (IID) random terms
(Louviere et al., 2000):
Uhj ¼ Vhj þ 3hj
Uhj ¼ b0xhj þ 3hj (2.1)
where the unobservable utility value for the choice alternative j
made by consumer h (Ujh) is given by a deterministic and systematic
component (Vjh) and a random term ( 3jh).
The IID assumption entails the property of independence of
irrelevant alternative (IIA e McFadden, 1984). Violations to the IIA
assumption may arise when some alternatives are qualitatively
similar to others or when there are heterogeneous preferences
among respondents. If the IIA property is violated, the estimated
parameters of the conditional logit are unbiased and consistent but
not efﬁcient, and standard errors are inappropriate (Fry & Harris,
1998). However, in many cases, experts use the conditional logit
model even in presence of an IIA violation (Bennett & Blamey, 2001;
Christiadi & Cushing, 2007; Mazzanti, 2002). When socio-economic
heterogeneity is fully incorporated into the model, conditional logit
speciﬁcations are robust.
In model (2.1), the probability that an individual h picks alter-
native i out of J alternatives, can be represented as follows:
P½yh ¼ i ¼
exp

mb0xhi

PJ
j¼1 exp

mb0xhj
 (2.2)
where yh is a choice index, representing the choice made by indi-
vidual h, and m is a scale parameter which is inversely proportional
to the standard deviation of the error distribution. It typically
assumes the value 1 (Ben-Akiva & Lerman, 1985), implying
a constant error variance. The estimation of Eq. (2.1) with a condi-
tional logit model yields b coefﬁcients that can be used to evaluate
the rate at which respondents are willing to trade-off one attribute
to another. This rate of substitution s is calculated as the ratio
between the b coefﬁcients of two attributes. When attributes are
discrete variables, the substitute ratio s is computed as “values of
level change”, as in (2.3).
s ¼ 1 bkDxk
bs
(2.3)
When the attribute is expressed in monetary terms, this trade-
off s is an “implicit price”. These estimates rely on the assumption
that themarginal utility of income is constant: this holds only when
small changes are considered (involving a tiny share of total indi-
vidual income).
In our investigation, the choice experiments were designed to
gather information on off-season tourists’ perception of actual or
hypothetical “holiday packages” offered in Rimini for leisure and
cultural purposes. To this aim, we considered six attributes which
are carefully described in Table 2 together with their levels, and
which combinations deﬁne the alternative scenarios. The identiﬁ-
cation of the six attributes and their levels was the result of
frequent research meetings, also with local stakeholders; a pilot
test was carried out in the weeks preceding the survey and proved
very useful to check the comprehension of the attributes and the
clear perception of the difference in levels.
There are several reasons why these attributes were selected.
Firstly, we had to consider important features of Rimini as regards
potential interactions (trade-off and synergies) among off-season
tourists, summer tourists and residents in the use of the territory
and in terms of actual political debate. This reason motivated the
inclusion in the survey of the attributes of organized system of
wellness and sport facilities (attribute n. 3) and the commercial
offer (attribute n. 5), since the underlying rationale is to offer
structures that are already available in the territory, but that are
used well below their full capacity outside the summer season.
Secondly, sustainability considerations and policies aimed at
protecting and developing natural and cultural resources are
common features of contemporary policy agendas. Rimini is
a mass-tourism destination, but also a middle-size city, and tour-
ists’ willingness to pay for a more environmentally friendly city
might play a crucial role both in the policy strategy, and in terms of
tourism development. This reason motivated the inclusion in the
survey of the attributes of environmental protection of the beach
(attribute n. 2), the organization of day-trips in the surroundings of
Rimini (attribute n. 1) and the promotion of cultural and leisure
activities through particular cards (attribute n. 4).
Finally, the cost attribute included in the survey was identiﬁed
with time (attribute n. 6): in this way, our intention was to inquire
whether the tourists, given the other attribute levels of the
scenario, were willing to stay (and pay for) one or two more nights
(and take one day off fromwork). The decision of considering a time
cost, and not a monetary value, was mainly driven by the fact that
a relevant share of off-season tourists interviewed were business
tourists, whose trip was organized and paid by their employer. To
provide a price attribute to them therefore would have been highly
hypothetical, since the trip budget was not fully under their control.
Moreover, wewere observing a high heterogeneity in both incomes
and in the cost of accommodation, which would not ﬁt with the
crucial assumption of constant marginal utility, which is implied by
model (2.1) and by the assumption of IIA. On the contrary, time
seemed to be more binding for off-season tourists, since the
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intermediate season is not the time for annual paid leave and
tourists would have to ask one or more days off from work to
lengthen their stay. Finally, from the destination point of view, the
reduction in the average length of stay, which is one of the main
features of contemporary tourism (Table 1 shows that the average
length of stay in Rimini went down from 15 days in 1972 to 10 days
in 1982, to little more than ﬁve days in 2007), can lead to a dete-
rioration of the overall quality of its tourism product, with negative
consequences on the destination’s reputation, which can drive it
into a vicious circle (Candela et al., 2003). Therefore, it can be
argued that the relevant variable to target, for some tourism
destinations, is not tourists’ overall spending, but the length of stay
in the destination (which, however, is directly linked to spending).
The attributes and their respective levels were very similar to
the ones submitted to summer tourists (Brau et al., 2009) and to the
local population (Figini et al., 2009) in two other surveys. Although
some differences exist, particularly on the monetary and the
cultural attributes, this allowed us to compare, at least partially, the
elicited preferences of tourists and residents over the shared
territory of Rimini (see Section 5).
The full factorial of all the possible combinations of attribute
levels would yield, in our case, 512 scenarios. An orthogonal frac-
tional factorial design was used to reduce the number of proﬁles
at a convenient size: 32 scenarios were identiﬁed. Pair-wise
comparisons were created using the shifted design strategy
(Louviere et al., 2000). The interviews were hence split into four
groups whose respondents had to answer to different sets of 8
choice cards with different pairs of hypothetical alternative
scenarios. The pilot test showed that respondents could cope with
up to eight choice pairs each. In fact, violations related to instability
of preferences can arise from learning and fatigue effects (Hanley,
Wright, & Koop, 2002).
In order to make clear and homogeneous the comprehension of
attributes and to facilitate the individual decision process, the oral
explanation of attributes and levels was accompanied by the
presentation of drawings and pictures describing each attribute
and level. In each group, the cards submitted were the same but
were presented every time with a different sequence, in order to
avoid any question order bias. We explicitly did consider a status
quo alternative, asking the respondents whether they would prefer
it irrespectively of the chosen alternative, thus allowing for a more
coherent evaluation of the proposed scenarios. In our case, only
3.2% of the stated preferences were not conﬁrmed after the
comparison with the status quo.
Overall, the questionnaire was divided into six sections: the ﬁrst
section collected the main coordinates of the interview (date,
location and length); the second part inquired into the socio-
economic and demographic characteristics of the respondent and
his/her household; the third section inquired into themain features
of the holiday (main motivation of the trip, booking system, length
of stay, etc.); the fourth section was the choice experiments and
asked each respondent to choose among eight pairs of alternative
scenarios; the ﬁfth section inquired into the respondent’s self-
evaluation of the characteristics under investigation, while the
sixth section brought together some other information about the
comprehension of the experiment. In particular, the interviewer
annotated the degree of comprehension, interest and facility both in
answering questions and in choosing the alternatives. Problems of
poor identiﬁcation of alternative scenarios were somewhat rele-
vant: the reported level of comprehension of the choice experiment
was overall satisfying although 13.2% of the sample did not properly
understand the questionnaire according to the interviewers’
impressions. Given the high number of interviews (825), we
decided to exclude from the analysis all those interviews for which
the level of comprehension, the interest and the facility of choice
were reported insufﬁcient, and the interviews presenting inco-
herent answers. This left us with a sample of 718 questionnaires.
Interviews were conducted in April and May (of 2010), a period
in which Rimini is visited by both cultural and business tourists.
Since a full breakdown of the characteristics of off-season tourists
in Rimini was not available, it was not possible to build a repre-
sentative sample of the relevant population, and interviews were
then conducted randomly in different places of the city (exhibition
center, museums, streets, train station, airport, hotels) to visitors
Table 2
Deﬁnition of attributes and their levels.
Attribute 1 e Organization of social events and availability of one day trips
in the surroundings of Rimini.
Level 1 (status quo): one day trips are always available if self-organized,
with no tourist guide.
Level 2 (organized trips): it is possible to organize and book guided tours
in the surroundings of Rimini through the hotel.
Attribute 2 e Environmental impact of bathing establishments and other
beach services.
Level 1 (high preservation of beach environment): The environmental impact
of bathing establishments and other beach services, bars and restaurants
is low (rare and small concrete buildings) and the seaside avenue
is closed to trafﬁc.
Level 2 (medium preservation of beach environment): The environmental
impact of bathing establishments and other beach services, bars and
restaurants is low (rare and small concrete buildings) and the seaside
avenue is open to trafﬁc.
Level 3 (medium preservation of beach environment): there is a high number
of permanent buildings (in concrete) for bathing establishments and other
beach services and the seaside avenue is closed to trafﬁc.
Level 4 (low preservation of beach environment e status quo): there is a high
number of permanent buildings (in concrete) for bathing establishments
and other beach services and the seaside avenue is open to trafﬁc.
Attribute 3 e Health, sport and wellness tourism.
Level 1 (wellness and sport events are not organized e status quo): it is possible
to use wellness structures and sport activities in detached facilities
(or in some hotels), after paying a separate ticket.
Level 2 (integrated system of sport and wellness facilities): it is possible to use
external wellness structures and sport activities, fully integrated with the
hotel’s offer and included in the price of accommodation.
Attribute 4 e Cultural and leisure activities offered off-season in Rimini.
Level 1 (status quo): the city offers few museums and a good level of heritage
conservation, open in daytime.
Level 2 (cultural card): the hotel package includes a card allowing tourists
to visit the main museums, heritage and exhibitions.
Level 3 (leisure card): the hotel package includes a card allowing tourists
to enter or to have discounts in some bars, restaurants and nightclubs.
Level 4 (all-inclusive cultural and leisure card): the hotel package includes
a card allowing tourists to visit the main museums, heritage and exhibitions
and allowing them to enter or to have discounts in some bars, restaurants
and nightclubs.
Attribute 5 e Evening and night opening of shops
Level 1 (closed shops e status quo): in the city center and on the seaside,
shops are closed at late evening, night and on Sundays (exceptions
are the few commercial malls outside the city (Malatesta, Befane)).
Level 2 (night opening of shops): in the city center and on the seaside,
shops are systematically opened at late evening, night and on Sundays
according to the needs of off-season tourists.
Attribute 6 e Time cost of the scenario: willingness to spend more time
in Rimini.
Level 1 (0 extra-night spent in Rimini): given the present scenario,
there is no willingness to stay one more day at own expense.
Level 2 (1 extra-night spent in Rimini): given the present scenario,
there is willingness to stay one more night at own expense.
Level 3 (1 extra-night and 1 day of leave from work): given the present
scenario, there is willingness to stay one more night at own expense
and take one more day off work.
Level 4 (2 extra-nights and one day leave from work): given the present
scenario, there is willingness to stay two more nights at own expense,
and take one more day off work.
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who declared to spend at least one night in Rimini. Such approach,
although not completely satisfying in dealing with the risks of non-
randomness, it proved effective: the ex-post distribution of
respondents’ characteristics matched the few available data on the
population’s characteristics (mainly in terms of the visitors’ region
of origin and type of accommodation). Interviews took on average
15 min.
3. Tourists’ demographic and social characteristics
The distributions of respondents’ characteristics, which are
described in Table 3, are the following.
Firstly, as regards the region of origin, 88.4% of respondents
were Italians (among which, 41.6% came from Northern Italy, 28.5%
from Central Italy, and 29.9% from Southern Italy) and 11.6% were
Foreigners. Males were 57.2% and females 43.8% of the sample.
54.2% of the respondents were married or living with a stable
partner, the remaining 45.8% were single.
Secondly, as regards the educational background, we found that
15% of the respondents hold a primary degree, 44.3% a secondary
degree, while 40.7% a University degree. The high percentage of
people holding a tertiary degree (above the Italian average)
matched with the professional status of the respondents (among
which we found 6.6% of entrepreneurs, 15% of professionals, 4.2% of
managers, 29.4% of employees/white collars) and with the general
characteristics of both cultural and business tourists.
Thirdly, as regards income, it is not uncommon in this type of
survey to ﬁnd a fairly important percentage of non-respondents
(10.2% in our case); however, the reported distribution of net
monthly household income is not surprising. Finally, we asked
whether the respondents were members of environmental (8.4%)
cultural (27%) or sport (32%, including gym and ﬁtness clubs)
associations. This information has proved useful for some of the
robustness analysis carried out to test the econometric model.
The second part of the questionnaire inquired into the charac-
teristics of the trip to Rimini. Firstly, we asked what was the main
motivation of the trip. We found that the sample could be divided
into three main sub-samples: business tourists (42.6%), cultural
tourists (21.6%), and leisure tourists (34.5%). Moreover, 1.3% of the
sample reported “other reasons” (it is curious to report the expe-
rience of a tourist who, compelled to remain in Italy for the days of
the Eyjafjallajökull eruption in Iceland, decided to spend a few days
in Rimini).
Secondly, 59.5% of the sample self-organized the trip, 15.9% let
a travel agency or tour operator to organize it, while the remaining
24.6% let their own company to take care of the booking. This aspect
often interacts with the responsibility of payment. We found that
69.5% of respondents directly paid the trip, 26.5% had the trip paid
(or refunded) by their own company, while the remaining 4% was
invited. It is therefore interesting to notice that an important share
of people traveling for business reasons (42.5%) directly paid the
trip. Moreover, almost all business travelers (89.5%) let the
company organize the trip (mainlywith the help of travel agencies),
although there was a relevant share (10.5%) who self-organized it.
Finally, 54.5% of the sample used Internet to gather information,
organize and/or buy different services, while 30% did not use it (the
remaining 15.5% did not know because the trip was organized by
someone else).
As regards the means of transportation (Table 4), car was the
most important (45%), followed by train (26.9%), airplane (14.9% e
although 8.4% have used anothermeanse train, bus or car to ﬁnally
reach Rimini), bus (13%), boat (0.3%).
As regards accommodation, as expected, the great majority of
tourists stayed in three-star hotels (47.8%) and four/ﬁve-star hotels
(39.4%). Among other accommodations, it is interesting to note that
5% of tourists were hosted by friends and relatives. Among the
respondents who stayed in hotels, 60.5% decided for bed & break-
fast service, while 18.1% opted for half-board and 12.7% for full-
board treatment. The remaining 8.7% did not choose any boarding.
Another interesting aspect is related to the length of stay. As
expected, off the summer season, the average length of stay is low
(3.24 days), with 68.5% of the respondents who stayed up to three
days (42.5% up to two days). On the upper side of this distribution, it
is important to note that 3.1% of the sample stayed over one week
(up to a maximum of 15 days).
An important feature that could be linked to our choice exper-
iment is the repetition of the visit to Rimini. As reported in Table 5,
only 31.4% of the sample had not visited Rimini before the inter-
view, and among the 68.6% of those who previously visited Rimini,
24.2% of the sample did it for leisure activities during the summer
months only, and a high share of respondents (37.6%) previously
stayed in Rimini for both leisure and non-leisure reasons. This
result might suggest that there is a high percentage of repeat visits,
made by tourists who already knew the city and who might not be
interested in increasing the length of the single holiday, at least in
the intermediate season.
Table 3
Demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the sample.
% %
Age class Occupational/professional status
<30 24.2 Entrepreneur 6.6
30e39 22.6 Professional 15.0
40e49 19.1 Craftsman 3.1
50e59 19.6 Manager 4.2
60 14.5 Dealer 5.2
Employee/white collar 29.4
Income class (Euro) Worker/blue collar 4.9
Net monthly family income Teacher 6.7
<1000 10.5 Farmer 0.3
1001e2000 35.1 Student 12.7
2001e3000 25.4 Retired 8.9
3001e4500 17.6 Other 3.2
4501e6000 7.6
6001e10,000 2.1 Gender
>10,000 1.7 Males 57.2
Females 42.8
Table 4
Main characteristics of the trip.
% %
Main motivation of the trip Accommodation
Business tourism 42.6 4/5-star hotel 39.4
Trade fair (21.5) 3-star hotel 47.8
Business meeting (21.2) 1/2-star hotel 3.3
Cultural tourism 21.6 Residence 2.0
Cultural reason (14.8) Friends or relatives 5.0
Religious reason (2.8) Other 2.5
School trip (4)
Leisure tourism 34.5 Treatment
Leisure (16.2) Only bed 8.7
Spa, wellness and sport (4.5) Bed & breakfast 60.5
VFR (11.5) Half-board 18.1
Shopping (2.1) Full-board 12.7
Other 1.3
Length of stay
Means of transportation One night 9.4
Car 45.0 Two nights 33.2
Train 26.9 Three nights 26.0
Airplane 14.9 Four nights 15.1
Airplane only (6.5) Five to seven nights 13.3
In connection (8.4) Eight to ﬁfteen nights 3.1
Bus 13.0
Boat 0.3
P. Figini, L. Vici / Tourism Management 33 (2012) 825e839830
Author's personal copy
And what about the future? Only 3.2% of the respondents
explicitly excluded future visits to Rimini. It is interesting to notice
that, among business tourists whowere planning future visits, only
38.9% of respondents intended (or planned, or needed) to return to
Rimini only for business reasons. The remaining 61.1% suggested
that leisure and cultural tourism are potential reasons for returning
to Rimini: this underlines the key role of business tourism as a tool
to promote the cultural and leisure offer of the territory.
3.1. Tourism market segments and latent-class analysis
In general terms, it is possible to identify different segments of
tourists in twoways: exogenously or endogenously. In the previous
section, we described and classiﬁed tourists on the basis of
observable and characterizing variables, and by directly asking
what is the main reason of their trip to Rimini. However, such
exogenous classiﬁcation might fail to identify and quantify homo-
geneous groups of tourists, deﬁned on the basis of intrinsic and
unobservable characteristics. For this reason, the questionnaire was
built in a way to endogenously identify different segments of
tourism through a latent-class analysis. The aim of latent-class
analysis is to study the inﬂuence of socio-economic and demo-
graphic variables on the inclusion of individuals in one rather than
another segment: Pulido-Fernandez and Sanchez-Rivero (2010) is
one of the few examples of latent-class analysis used to identify
what they call “culturophile tourists”.
A factor analysis was used to explain individual preferences on
tourism consumption. The technique allowed us to extract from the
data some common factors, in order to reduce the number of
explanatory variables which may impact the choice. In this way, it
was possible to classify tourists into a few homogeneous clusters.
Factor analysis makes it possible to obtain a simpler but still
informative structure yielded by the correlation between variables.
The estimation procedure was the principal factors method,
although the use of alternative procedures (iteration, maximum
likelihood, etc.) did not signiﬁcantly alter the results. According to
several selection criteria (the eigenvalue, the explained variance e
see Table A1, Appendix e and the screen-plot) it was deemed
appropriate to extract two common factors. An orthogonal VARI-
MAX rotation was used. Table A2, Appendix shows the main char-
acteristics of the variables used in the factor analysis.
The ﬁrst factor is characterized by people who attach a large
value to wellness, leisure and sport activities, love shopping, are
associated to sport clubs and self-organize the holiday by making
an extensive use of Internet. This factor is signiﬁcantly correlated
(at the 5% level) with tourists’ willingness to visit Rimini again and
to the group of tourists who recognize in leisure (and not cultural)
activities the main reason of their stay in Rimini.
The second factor catches love for cultural activities, a strong
preference for organized tours, a signiﬁcant care for the environ-
ment, and includes people with higher education, associated to
environmental and/or cultural clubs. People largely affected by this
factor do not self-organize the holiday and have a shorter stay in
Rimini. This factor mainly affects tourists who recognize in cultural
events the main motivation of their stay in Rimini and is signiﬁ-
cantly correlated with tourists lodging in 4e5 star hotels and with
people with higher income.
Factor and cluster analyses allowed us to identify tourism
segments on the basis of individual positions in terms of extrapo-
lated factors (Figure A1, Appendix). In this way it was possible to
group subjects according to their relative proximity (in terms of
Euclidean distance or smaller variability). Among the many clus-
tering techniques based on different similarity functions among
observations, we used an average linkage method.
Three main clusters have been identiﬁed (Figure 1):
1. “Culture lovers” (28.51% of the sample): tourists who are not
very interested in sport and wellness activities but are mainly
affected by cultural assets. On average, they are 50 years old,
predominantly women, have higher incomes and have a short
length of stay in Rimini. A large percentage of culture lovers
buy organized tours and package holidays.
2. “Leisure lovers” (66.76% of our sample): tourists who are
mainly interested in sport and wellness facilities and are only
slightly affected by the cultural offer. On average, they are 38
years old, have lower incomes and intend to stay in Rimini
more than three days. The 75% of leisure lovers intends to
repeat the visit to Rimini and self-organizes the holiday.
3. “Indecisive tourists” (4.73% of our sample): this marginal class
includes few individuals who are neither interested in culture
nor in leisure activities.
In the next section we compare exogenous segments based on
observable variables (thus assuming that subjects with the same
characteristics tend to behave similarly) with endogenous and
induced segments based on choices and behaviors.
4. Econometric results
4.1. The conditional logit analysis
Table 6 presents the results of a conditional logit model esti-
mated for the whole sample and for three sub-samples based on
whether the trip’s main reason is business, cultural or leisure. All
the attribute levels, which are described in Table 2, were elaborated
as dummy variables, with the exception of the extra time spent in
Rimini (attribute 6 e time value), which took four different quan-
titative values corresponding to 0, 1, 1.5 and 2 (the additional
number of days the tourists are willing to spend in Rimini). The 0-
values for the dummies were set up on the status quo for each
attribute. Since each hypothetical scenario was planned to
“improve” the quality of the holiday, we were expecting positive
signs for all the coefﬁcients.
We also inserted an alternative-speciﬁc constant (ASC) to
capture those characteristics of the choice not otherwise included
in the model. In our case, there might be a tendency of individuals
to prefer any scenario labeled ‘A’ (on the left of the card presented
to the respondent) over any other scenario labeled ‘B’ (on the right
of the card). This is a frequent ﬁnding in such models (Louviere
et al., 2000), and the inclusion of the alternative-speciﬁc constant
allows to effectively control for this behavior. The coefﬁcient for the
ASC variable was never found signiﬁcant.
For the whole sample, the maximum likelihood estimates show
that all the coefﬁcients were statistically signiﬁcant and with the
expected sign, with the exception of the time attribute (Table 6). As
a check on the role played by time, we re-run the model with the
time value inserted as a series of dummies (Table 7). In such
Table 5
Previous and future trips to Rimini.
% %
Previous trips to Rimini Future trips to Rimini
Yes 68.6 Yes 69.5
No 31.4 No 3.2
Don’t know 27.3
Motivation of previous trips Motivation of future trips
Business tourism 38.2 Summer holiday 31.8
Leisure tourism 24.2 Leisure holiday 24.3
Both types of tourism 37.6 Business trip 18.1
More than one reason 26.8
P. Figini, L. Vici / Tourism Management 33 (2012) 825e839 831
Author's personal copy
speciﬁcation, the coefﬁcient was signiﬁcant for the dummies
related to one more night and one more night plus one day off
work. The coefﬁcient for the dummy related to two more nights,
however, was not signiﬁcant. All the other coefﬁcients did not
change, both in terms of value and signiﬁcance, in moving from the
speciﬁcation of Table 6 to the one of Table 7.
What is the explanation for the different behavior of the time
attribute between these two speciﬁcations?While themodel run in
Table 6 implicitly considers that spending twomore days in the city
is better than spending onemore day, the model run in Table 7 does
not have such a constraint. In other words, themarginal utility of an
additional day in Rimini, weighted by the expected daily expendi-
ture, can have different signs in different days. Hence, the dummies
allow to capture this non-monotonic relationship between choice
and time. While tourists have a positive attitude about spending
roughly one more day in Rimini (and are willing to increase their
spending accordingly) in order to take advantage of the improved
scenarios offered by the city, two more days are instead associated
with a very “high price” to pay, given the characteristics of the
alternative scenarios. The model run in Table 7, however, has
a downfall: it is not possible to compute implicit prices to estimate
the amount of “time/money” respondents are willing to spend in
order to receive a change in the level of the other attributes.
As stated many times before, it is likely that choices depend on
many characteristics of the tourists and of the trip. In order to
control for preference heterogeneity, we decided to use two main
approaches: i) we estimated the main-effect model for different
sub-samples identiﬁed by the motivation of the trip, as exoge-
nously stated by tourists; ii) we estimated an extended model
including higher order interactions between attribute levels and
Table 6
Estimation of conditional logit model: whole sample, business tourism, cultural tourism, leisure tourism (time attribute inserted in cardinal numbers).
Attributes and levels Complete sample Business tourisma Cultural tourismb Leisure tourismc
ASC 0.00319 (0.0270) 0.00573 (0.0411) 0.0662 (0.0638) 0.0431 (0.0463)
Organized trip 0.0578** (0.0270) 0.0132 (0.0411) 0.487*** (0.0624) 0.102** (0.0463)
Organized wellness 0.285*** (0.0270) 0.300*** (0.0411) 0.232*** (0.0626) 0.262*** (0.0465)
Pedestrian and high impact 0.136*** (0.0464) 0.118 (0.0721) 0.164 (0.103) 0.109 (0.0792)
Motorized and low impact 0.181*** (0.0540) 0.103 (0.0822) 0.253** (0.126) 0.210** (0.0923)
Pedestrian and low impact 0.314*** (0.0461) 0.171** (0.0707) 0.543*** (0.103) 0.351*** (0.0809)
Leisure card 0.224*** (0.0539) 0.213*** (0.0823) 0.189 (0.126) 0.258*** (0.0923)
Cultural card 0.268*** (0.0471) 0.118* (0.0716) 0.720*** (0.105) 0.109 (0.0832)
Leisure & cultural card 0.121*** (0.0466) 0.141** (0.0714) 0.118 (0.108) 0.204*** (0.0786)
Shops open 0.149*** (0.0270) 0.0993** (0.0411) 0.129** (0.0624) 0.215*** (0.0464)
Time value 0.0292 (0.0227) 0.0447 (0.0347) 0.00123 (0.0526) 0.00932 (0.0392)
Log likelihood 3860.00 1656.69 761.98 1328.70
Nr. of observations 11,468 4890 2466 3968
Pseudo R2 0.02 0.02 0.11 0.03
% Correct predictions 58.49% 57.67% 54.22% 54.80%
Note. Standard errors in parenthesis. *: Signiﬁcant at the 10% level; **: signiﬁcant at the 5% level; ***: signiﬁcant at the 1% level.
a Sample composed by respondents who answered 1, 2, or 3 in question 16.
b Sample composed by respondents who answered 5, 7, or 8 in question 16.
c Sample composed by respondents who answered 4, 6, 9, 10 or 11 in question 16.
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Fig. 1. Factor scores for each cluster.
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the motivation of the trip. Alternatively, models that relax the IIA
hypothesis (Mixed Logit models, Heteroskedastic Extreme Value
models, Random Parameter Logit models etc.) are often used in the
literature. However, these alternative models require important
assumptions (for example on the distributional form of the random
parameters) to be previously evaluated (Train, 2003).
As regards the ﬁrst approach, Tables 6 and 7 show the results for
business (column 2), cultural (column 3) and leisure tourism
(column 4) of the two speciﬁcations, respectively with the time
attribute inserted as values (Table 6) and as dummies (Table 7).
Robust results emerged, with important policy implications: ﬁrstly,
business and leisure tourists, differently from cultural tourists,
were not interested in organized trips in the surroundings of Rimini
and in discovering their cultural heritage, food and wine resources
and landscape. Secondly, business tourists were very interested in
the “leisure card” option, less interested in the “all-inclusive” card,
and basically not interested in the cultural card. A similar behavior
was detected in leisure tourists. On the other hand, cultural tourists
were very interested in the cultural card, less in the “all-inclusive”
card, not at all interested in the leisure card. These two results
highlight an important synergy between business and leisure
tourists (as expected, business travelers stay in the destination if
there are valuable options to relax) and a trade-off between busi-
ness and cultural tourists, which seem to “ﬁght” for alternative
organizations of the destination.
However, it is also possible to ﬁnd other synergies. Firstly, all
types of tourists were very interested in the “wellness package”;
secondly, they seemed to appreciate a different organization of the
main tourismattraction of Rimini, the beach and the seaside avenue.
Presently, Rimini is heavily built, with more than 1000 hotels, most
of them locatedon the seaside, and avery organized systemof beach
services (during the summer season, there are dozens of bathing
establishments which offer, for a payment, any kind of service to
tourists)with onlya tinyamount of the beachwhich is free-access to
tourists. The environmental impact is therefore heavy. Moreover,
the seaside avenue is open to trafﬁc and there is strong resistance,
among local stakeholders, to the pedestrianization of the avenue.
However, all tourists seemed to appreciate the pedestrianization of
the seaside avenue and a different “beach skyline”with less bathing
establishments, and with lower environmental impact. The other
two levels of the attribute inserted in the experiments (pedestrian
avenue with high impact of the beach; avenue open to trafﬁc and
low impact of the beach) showmixed results: some segments seem
to bemore interested in the pedestrianization of the seaside avenue
(business tourists); others attach a greater value to the reduction of
the environmental impact of the tourism infrastructure (cultural
and leisure tourists). However, the low signiﬁcance of the coefﬁ-
cients for these two levels is also probably due to a perceived
inconsistency in the scenarios.
Finally, it is interesting to analyze the coefﬁcients of the time
dummies (Table 7). None of the types of tourism were willing to
signiﬁcantly increase the length of stay in Rimini of two days (and
pay for it), while, as regards one day more, an important difference
emerged in comparing business and cultural tourists: the former
werewilling to take one day off fromwork and stay onemore night,
the latter were only willing to stay one more night. Our interpre-
tation is that cultural tourists take short breaks, mainly on week-
ends, and therefore they have a strong time constraint, being really
difﬁcult for most of them to take one day (more) off work. There-
fore, they want “more” offer, but to be consumed in the same
amount of time. Business tourists, on the contrary, happen to visit
Rimini for working reasons and most of them, if they could, would
be willing to take a day off from work, and pay an extra-night in
order to discover the attractions of the city which, during business
meetings, are impossible to visit. In these sub-samples the Pseudo
R2 is generally higher since tourists are grouped on the basis of
some observable characteristics or of a latent-class analysis that
identify more homogeneous classes of tourists. Hence, the model
applied to smaller but more homogeneous samples should better
capture different behaviors. The percentage of cases correctly pre-
dicted by the model is shown in the last row of Tables 6e10, and is
consistently around 57e58%.
The alternative approach used to deal with heterogeneity, as
stated before, would be to estimate an extended model which
includes higher order interactions between attribute levels and the
motivation of the trip. In this way it would be possible to check
whether preferences for the level of one attribute depend on social-
demographic characteristics. The vast majority of choice experi-
ments uses the main-effect design only, explicitly or implicitly
assuming that interactions among attributes are not signiﬁcant.
However, if interactions are signiﬁcant, such omission leads to
biased results (Hensher, Rose, & Greene, 2005). In our experiments,
the interaction coefﬁcients were not statistically signiﬁcant, so we
continued the analysis by using the main-effect model only.
Table 7
Estimation of conditional logit model: whole sample, business tourism, cultural tourism, leisure tourism (time attribute inserted as a series of dummy variables).
Attributes and levels Complete sample Business tourisma Cultural tourismb Leisure tourismc
ASC 0.002 (0.0270) 0.00753 (0.0412) 0.0533 (0.0648) 0.0426 (0.0463)
Organized trip 0.057** (0.0270) 0.0159 (0.0412) 0.516*** (0.0639) 0.105** (0.0465)
Organized wellness 0.286*** (0.0270) 0.302*** (0.0412) 0.218*** (0.0629) 0.263*** (0.0466)
Pedestrian and high impact 0.138*** (0.0464) 0.120* (0.0722) 0.160 (0.104) 0.110 (0.0793)
Motorized and low impact 0.180*** (0.0540) 0.0989 (0.0824) 0.248** (0.126) 0.209** (0.0925)
Pedestrian and low impact 0.315*** (0.0461) 0.169** (0.0708) 0.521*** (0.104) 0.354*** (0.0812)
Leisure card 0.224*** (0.0539) 0.216*** (0.0824) 0.187 (0.127) 0.261*** (0.0925)
Cultural card 0.267*** (0.0471) 0.120* (0.0717) 0.714*** (0.105) 0.103 (0.0835)
Leisure & cultural card 0.118** (0.0466) 0.141** (0.0715) 0.144 (0.111) 0.202** (0.0786)
Shops open 0.153*** (0.0270) 0.102** (0.0412) 0.135** (0.0628) 0.219*** (0.0465)
One night more 0.1527*** (0.0541) 0.178** (0.0711) 0.228** (0.115) 0.115 (0.0804)
One night and day more 0.1233*** (0.0472) 0.231*** (0.0824) 0.0500 (0.126) 0.153* (0.0924)
Two nights more 0.0399 (0.0461) 0.0616 (0.0706) 0.0339 (0.107) 0.00244 (0.0798)
Log likelihood 3855.82 1652.61 759.18 1326.46
Pseudo R2 0.03 0.02 0.11 0.04
Nr. of observations 11,468 4890 2466 3968
% Correct predictions 58.63% 58.49% 54.33% 58.39%
Note. Standard errors in parenthesis. *: Signiﬁcant at the 10% level; **: signiﬁcant at the 5% level; ***: signiﬁcant at the 1% level.
a Sample composed by respondents who answered 1, 2, or 3 in question 16.
b Sample composed by respondents who answered 5, 7, or 8 in question 16.
c Sample composed by respondents who answered 4, 6, 9, 10 or 11 in question 16.
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4.2. The in-depth analysis: the model applied to different
sub-samples
In Table 8 we presented the results of the conditional logit
model run on different sub-samples. Firstly, we split according to
the region of origin of tourists (Italians and Foreigners). The main
difference is related to the importance of organized trips (the
coefﬁcient was not signiﬁcant for Foreigners) and to the time
attribute (none of the coefﬁcients for the time dummies are
signiﬁcant for Foreigners, hence they are not interested in spending
more time in Rimini).
In the next columns of Table 8 the breakdown by age is shown.
We highlight the relevance of organized trips (the coefﬁcient was
negative and signiﬁcant for young people), organized wellness
(the coefﬁcient was highly signiﬁcant for all the age groups,
except for the elderly), the leisure card (the coefﬁcient was not
signiﬁcant for the elderly), the cultural card (the coefﬁcient was
not signiﬁcant for the young) and the extended opening time of
shops (the coefﬁcient, again, was not signiﬁcant for the elderly).
Finally, with respect to the time dummies, the only signiﬁcant
coefﬁcients were for the adults (willing to stay one more day and
one more night).
Another interesting breakdown is between tourists who pay for
the trip (basically all the cultural and leisure tourists and some of
the business tourists) and those tourists who have the trip paid or
refunded by their employer (the majority of business tourists). An
important difference emerged: the former had a positive attitude
with respect to most of the attribute levels that improve the status
quo (the only exception being organized trips, which had a not
signiﬁcant coefﬁcient). However, the coefﬁcients for the time
dummies were just weakly signiﬁcant (one night, and one night
and one day) or not signiﬁcant (two nights). Probably, all these
tourists, who have organized the trip themselves, have already
optimized how to spend their time in Rimini among the different
activities and attractions. The second group, that might be called
the “hard-core” business tourists, were strongly interested in
leisure activities (the extended opening of the shops, the leisure
card, the organized system of wellness and the organized trip all
had signiﬁcant coefﬁcients), and not interested in what is related
with cultural and environmental offer (the coefﬁcients for the
pedestrian seaside avenue and for the cultural card were not
signiﬁcant). Moreover, theywerewilling to stay onemore night and
one more day in Rimini to take advantage of the improved
scenarios offered.
Finally, another breakdown that we presented in Table 8 is
between tourists who had never been to Rimini before and those
who were repeating the visit. The former were less interested in an
improvement of the “Rimini package” and were not willing to pay
for spending more time in Rimini, contrary to what happened with
repeating tourists (Table 8). The reason is probably to be found in
the fact that the ﬁrst group includes tourists who rarely go back in
the same destination, tourists who happened to be there for other
reasons (mainly business) and tourists who just did not like the city
and that, therefore, were not interested in extending their length of
stay.
In Table 9, other breakdowns of the whole sample are proposed.
Firstly, we aggregated the different occupational categories into
three groups: managers (including entrepreneurs, managers and
professionals), white collars (including traders, employees and
teachers), others (blue collars, students, unemployed and retired
persons). Some interesting differences emerged: ﬁrstly, there was
a different pattern in the organization of free time: managers dis-
liked organized trips (although not signiﬁcant, the coefﬁcient has
a negative sign), which were, on the contrary, much appreciated by
the middle class; they liked the system of wellness and the
“pedestrian” seaside, although less than the middle class and the
residual class. The other coefﬁcients are as expected, except that the
all-inclusive card option was not particularly appreciated. Inter-
estingly, managers were willing to stay only one more night, while
white collars were also willing to spend an extra day, probably due
to the fact that the former have less opportunities to stay another
day away from work (or their opportunity cost is too high).
It would be wrong to link these preferences to income. In fact, in
the next three columns of Table 9, a breakdown with respect to
income is presented, and we can see that choices of high-income
recipients did not overlap with those of managers. Time
constraints and the responsibilities linked with the profession
seem a more important binding factor than income in affecting the
willingness to extend the stay. Finally, a breakdownwith respect to
the type of accommodation was also presented in the last three
columns of Table 9.
In Table 10 some other checks were carried out. In the ﬁrst four
columns, the breakdown by length of stay was presented. Not
surprisingly, the most important difference was about the will-
ingness to stay one more night and one more night and one more
day: positive and signiﬁcant for tourists who stay for only one or
two days, not signiﬁcant for all the others; arguably, for a city like
Rimini, three days are considered enough for a visit off-season.
Table 10
Estimation of conditional logit model: different sub-samples.
Attributes and levels 1/2 days 3 days 4/6 days 7/15 days Cultural lovers Leisure lovers Indecisive tourists
ASC 0.0468 (0.0417) 0.0481 (0.0532) 0.0605 (0.0598) 0.196** (0.0860) 0.0579 (0.0537) 0.0136 (0.0342) 0.0223 (0.130)
Organized trip 0.0107 (0.0417) 0.125** (0.0532) 0.0921 (0.0596) 0.0269 (0.0855) 0.422*** (0.0540) 0.101*** (0.0342) 0.00343 (0.131)
Organized wellness 0.297*** (0.0417) 0.274*** (0.0533) 0.270*** (0.0597) 0.302*** (0.0864) 0.0924* (0.0539) 0.439*** (0.0342) 0.304** (0.132)
Pedestrian and high impact 0.150** (0.0720) 0.223** (0.0941) 0.0137 (0.101) 0.272* (0.142) 0.182** (0.0926) 0.181*** (0.0584) 0.254 (0.228)
Motor and low impact 0.176** (0.0833) 0.208* (0.106) 0.0338 (0.119) 0.488*** (0.171) 0.307*** (0.107) 0.151** (0.0682) 0.195 (0.258)
Pedestrian and low impact 0.384*** (0.0718) 0.252*** (0.0896) 0.266*** (0.1000) 0.338** (0.148) 0.574*** (0.0920) 0.275*** (0.0581) 0.418* (0.224)
Leisure card 0.168** (0.0832) 0.259** (0.106) 0.234** (0.119) 0.371** (0.170) 0.199* (0.107) 0.249*** (0.0680) 0.233 (0.258)
Cultural card 0.247*** (0.0727) 0.207** (0.0908) 0.425*** (0.104) 0.243 (0.153) 0.793*** (0.0938) 0.0596 (0.0594) 0.0240 (0.215)
Leisure/cultural card 0.0115 (0.0717) 0.0882 (0.0931) 0.264** (0.103) 0.377*** (0.144) 0.217** (0.0933) 0.126** (0.0585) 0.0412 (0.230)
Shops open 0.134*** (0.0417) 0.135** (0.0532) 0.132** (0.0597) 0.280*** (0.0860) 0.0323 (0.0538) 0.196*** (0.0342) 0.107 (0.130)
One night more 0.214*** (0.0723) 0.156* (0.0919) 0.0192 (0.105) 0.177 (0.153) 0.0130 (0.0922) 0.178*** (0.0604) 0.299 (0.225)
One night and one day more 0.216*** (0.0833) 0.212** (0.106) 0.0241 (0.119) 0.0369 (0.169) 0.0468 (0.108) 0.235*** (0.0681) 0.602** (0.260)
Two nights more 0.0191 (0.0718) 0.0595 (0.0897) 0.121 (0.100) 0.103 (0.149) 0.132 (0.0912) 0.166*** (0.0587) 0.0571 (0.223)
Log likelihood 1622.94 1000.43 801.64 405.38 1002.03 2449.66 172.39
Pseudo R2 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.05 0.06
Nr. of observations 4850 2976 2400 1242 3176 7450 528
% Correct predictions 57.88% 58.60% 56.67% 56.71% 54.92% 57.53% 48.05%
Note. *: Signiﬁcant at the 10% level; **: signiﬁcant at the 5% level; ***: signiﬁcant at the 1% level.
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Finally, in the last three columns, the same conditional logit
model was estimated for each endogenous cluster obtained in the
latent-class analysis carried out in Section 3.1. It was found that
culture lovers mainly preferred to avail of organized tours, of
cultural and all-inclusive cards to access different types of
tourism facilities, but were not willing to spend extra time in
Rimini. On the contrary, leisure lovers were willing to spend more
time in town, to do shopping even during the night and on
Sundays, and to have access to wellness facilities. They would
appreciate the availability of leisure or all-inclusive cards. Both
culture and leisure lovers’ choices were positively affected by
environmentally friendly investments which reduce the impact
on the beach and provide for the pedestrianization of the seaside
avenue. Overall, the endogenous clusters seem able to identify
more precisely the needs and demands of different types of
tourists in Rimini.
5. Choice probability of different scenarios and policy
discussion
Choice experiments allow to build alternative hypothetical
scenarios by mixing attribute levels in certain combinations. We
built four scenarios differing in the level of ﬁve attributes of the
choice experiments (the time variable was excluded): the status
quo, the “cultural” scenario, the “leisure” scenario, the “environ-
mental” scenario, which characteristics and levels are presented in
Table 11. Such simulation can be of great help for assisting policy
makers in their decisions, although it has to be recalled that this
exercise, which compares more than two alternatives at the same
time, is based on the IIA assumption.
We inferred the probability (reported in Table 11) that tourists
picked each scenario out of the four alternatives by inserting in Eq.
(2.2) the coefﬁcient estimated in Table 7. The inspection of Table 11
suggests that the leisure scenario was the favorite of business and
leisure tourists while, for the whole sample, the environmental
scenario was as likely to be chosen. Not surprisingly, the cultural
scenario was the ﬁrst best for cultural tourists. One important
difference between business and leisure tourists lies in their second
best option: for business tourists it was the environmental scenario,
while for leisure tourists it was the cultural scenario. The least
preferred scenario was, by all groups, the status quo.
The policy implication of this simulation for the local authorities
is straightforward: there is much room for improvement in the
organization of Rimini’s tourism policy, and two different options
can be suggested. If the goal is to ﬁnd an equilibrium between
diverging needs and demands, it seems that the environmental
scenario is the most balanced, and can be positively accepted by all
the types of tourism that Rimini hosts off-season. However, such
scenario is probably very costly to implement. Alternatively, if
a budget constraint is active in the destination, it appears that the
policy makers face a trade-off between two opposite models of off-
season tourism development: the cultural and the leisure model.
Since overall the leisure scenario is more appreciated than the
cultural model, and meets the needs of both business and leisure
tourists, it appears to be the best option for the destination
management. Moreover, business tourists are the relative majority
of off-season tourists and they have the highest willingness to
extend their stay in Rimini: hence, two of the destination’s main
targets (an increase in the average length of stay and in tourism
spending) are more likely to be reached.
As recalled in the introduction, our analysis follows two studies
which, using the same methodology and a very similar question-
naire, were investigating summer tourists’ preferences in Rimini
(Brau et al., 2009) and residents of the city of Rimini (Figini et al.,
2009). Given the similarity between the questionnaires, we were
able to build a few scenarios based on some of the attributes in
order to compare the probability that a representative off-season
tourist in Rimini chooses each scenario with the analogous
Table 11
Simulation of the distribution of choice probabilities in the case of four scenarios.
Attribute Status quo Cultural scenario Leisure scenario Environmental scenario
Day trip Not organized Organized Not organized Organized
Wellness, sport Not organized Not organized Organized Organized
Environmental impact High beach impact
and motor. avenue
High beach impact
and ped. avenue
High beach impact
and ped. avenue
Low beach impact
and ped. avenue
Holiday cards No card Cultural card Leisure card Cultural and leisure cards
Shops Closed Closed Open Closed
Choice probabilities
Complete sample 14.34% 22.75% 31.71% 31.20%
Business tourism 16.27% 20.33% 33.78% 29.62%
Cultural tourism 9.88% 38.92% 20.18% 31.02%
Leisure tourism 17.11% 27.56% 34.97% 20.36%
Table 12
Simulation of the distribution of choice probabilities in the case of four scenarios for residents, in-season and off-season tourists.
Attributes Status quo Leisure scenario Cultural scenario Environmental scenario
Environmental
impact
High beach impact
and motor. avenue
High beach impact
and ped. avenue
High beach impact
and ped. avenue
Low beach impact
and ped. avenue
Leisure & culture No card and only sea
holiday during summer
Leisure card and only sea
holiday during summer
Cultural card, (traditional)
museum always open
Cultural and leisure cards, ethnic
museum open only during the winter
Shops Closed shops and beach
during the night
Summer night opening of the beach
and shops open in all seasons and
days and during the night
Closed shops and beach
during the night
Closed shops and beach during
the night
Choice probabilities
Off-season tourists 17.52% 29.15% 26.25% 27.07%
In-season tourists 9.52% 41.12% 25.96% 23.40%
Residents 8.54% 34.60% 27.81% 29.04%
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probability for a resident and for a summer tourist. This simulation
allows the identiﬁcation of differences in the distribution of tourists
and residents’ preferences, and the identiﬁcation of the preferred
scenarios for each category of respondents. Thus, it provides an
useful information for policy makers aiming at proposing social
welfare enhancing tourism projects, although it must be high-
lighted that the twin studies on summer tourists and on residents
slightly differed in the deﬁnition and in the levels of the cultural,
leisure and monetary attributes and this might affect the estimated
choice probability.
The inspection of Table 12 shows again that the status quo was
the worst scenario for all types of tourists and for residents. The
best option for in-season tourists, off-season tourists, and residents
was the leisure scenario, but the cultural scenario was the second
best for in-season tourists only. On the contrary, the environmental
scenario was the second best for residents and off-season tourists,
although the distribution of preferences among the three alterna-
tive scenarios to the status quo is relatively uniform.
Again, policy makers seem to be facing relative trade-offs
between different hypothetical organizations of the territory and
the demands and needs of “hosts” and “guests” of Rimini, although
the leisure scenario appears to be the best overall option from the
destination point of view.
6. Conclusions
In this paper we investigated any synergy and trade-off
emerging from demands and needs of different types of off-
season tourists in a mass-tourism destination. In the case of
a mature destination such as Rimini, which recently has been
greatly investing in the diversiﬁcation of the tourism product
toward business and cultural tourism, this issue is crucial for both
the tourism and the cultural policy of the territory. Who are off-
season tourists in Rimini? What would they like to have in the
cultural and leisure offer of the territory?What are the implications
for the policy agenda of the destination management? These are
the main questions we addressed in this work. Moreover, the
structure of the investigation, very similar to the twin studies
carried out recently in Rimini on summer tourists (Brau et al., 2009)
and on residents (Figini et al., 2009), allowed us to check for
synergies and trade-offs among the local population and guests of
Rimini.
The main results can be summed up as follows:
1. The social-demographic analysis suggests that, off-season, it is
possible to identify three main segments of tourism: business,
leisure and cultural tourism. Business and leisure tourists share
many features related to the use of the territory such that only
two homogeneous groups can be identiﬁed by the latent-class
analysis: the “leisure lovers” and the “culture lovers”.
2. All types of tourism ask for some improvement in the organi-
zation of the stay in Rimini with respect to the status quo: they
all would prefer to have an integrated system of organized
wellness, to walk on a seaside avenue “with a human face”,
closed to trafﬁc, and to take advantage of the extended opening
hours of shops.
3. Apart from these synergies, there are also important trade-offs,
particularly between business and leisure tourism on one side
(the “leisure lovers”), and cultural tourism on the other side
(the “culture lovers”). Culture lovers ask for a system of
discounts and facilities to visit the cultural offer in Rimini,
while leisure lovers ask for a system of discounts and facilities
for pubs, night clubs, restaurants. Culture lovers ask for
a system of organized excursions in the surroundings, which is
not demanded instead by leisure lovers.
4. Although both business and cultural tourists show a weak
willingness to increase their length of stay in Rimini, only
business tourists are signiﬁcantly willing to spend one more
full day in the city. Since this higher propensity to stay is
directly linked with spending, since business tourists are the
relative majority of off-season tourists and since they have
a higher income and a softer budget constraint, from the
destination point of view the ﬁrst best would be to meet the
demand of “leisure lovers”, by investing more in the leisure
organization of the territory. This is also optimal if we consider
that the leisure model is the scenario that best responds also to
the demand of summer tourists and residents. This is unsur-
prising, since Rimini is one of the main holiday and leisure
destinations in Italy, having been developed on the needs of
summer beach tourists.
5. Is it efﬁcient to invest in cultural activities and to promote
cultural tourism in Rimini? From a tourism policy perspective,
our conclusion is partially negative, since cultural tourists are
not numerically important and their demand partially
contrasts with leisure lovers’ demand. However, previous
works ﬁnd that summer tourists (Brau et al., 2009) and resi-
dents (Figini et al., 2009) ask for more cultural offer. Therefore,
cultural tourism might play a fundamental role in the inter-
mediate seasons, as a tool to smooth the seasonality, to
diversify the tourism investment, and also considering that
Rimini has an important cultural heritage to value. To
conclude, cultural tourism, although being deﬁnitely a “second
best” for Rimini’s tourism policy, does not have to be
neglected.
6. From a cultural policy perspective, the promotion of cultural
tourism involves a long-term investment. A city like Rimini,
which is internationally known as a summer and leisure
destination, is not perceived as a cultural destination, regard-
less of the few exhibitions that can be organized over the years.
To attach a brand of cultural city to Rimini, investments in
cultural activities have to be repeated regularly and continu-
ously (Candela, Giannerini, Di Lascio, & Scorcu, 2010) andmight
result very costly. Moreover, in order to win the strong
competition of the many other Italian art cities, investments
have to probably be directed toward contemporary art.
Apart from these conclusions, which are of local interest, we
believe that our work deserves attention from a more general
perspective too. Firstly, the methodology used (discrete choice
models combined with latent-class analysis) can easily be applied
to other destinations and to other cultural policy issues. Secondly,
the policy implications of this type of analysis suggest that it would
be wrong to consider tourism as a monolith, that the needs of
different types of tourism might easily clash and that the policy of
tourism mix has to be handled with much care: not all the terri-
tories can be successfully developed into tourism destinations, not
all the tourism destinations can successfully diversify toward
cultural tourism. Thirdly, the careful design of the choice experi-
ments might allow to compare needs and demands of different
types of tourists, in-season and off-season, and of the local pop-
ulation, providing to be a useful tool to assist the destination
management in the identiﬁcation of welfare enhancing tourism
and cultural policy decisions.
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Figure A1. Factor loadings.
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